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Safety performance has been measured using two dimensions: safety compliance and safety 
participation. Though useful, we propose that these dimensions are insufficient to capture what is 
expected of employees in demonstrating safety behavior at work. We propose that safety reporting 
is integrated into the current model. Secondly, we seek to examine the role of safety climate on 
the three proposed facets of safety performance. Thirdly, we also seek to examine the moderating 
effect of fear of negative evaluation on safety performance and safety climate relationship. This 
research contributes to the expanding literature on workplace safety. 
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1.0  INTRODUCTION 
 
An occupational accident that occurs at the workplace can potentially create most unpleasant 
consequences for any organization. Occupational accidents can cost an organization financially 
and non-financially. Financial costs include lost productivity and compensation and benefits pay 
outs (Mossink & De Greef, 2002). In addition, occupational accidents not only psychologically 
affect the victim but also other people such as co-workers and family members (Mossink & De 
Greef, 2002). The organization’s image may also be tarnished, as a result. Because of the adverse 
consequences of occupational accidents at work, how to make a workplace safe is a major concern 
for practitioners and researchers alike. 
Human error has generally been found to be a major cause of occupational accidents (e.g., 
Feyer, Williamson, & Cairns, 1997; Reason, 1995; Salminen & Tallberg, 1996), giving rise to 
behavioral-based interventions or approaches to control losses (Petersen, 2003). Consistent with 
this approach, researchers have shown much interest in safety performance. While safety 
performance can be measured at the organizational level by considering the number of 
occupational accidents or injuries that took place at work, for example, it can also be assessed at 
the individual level of analysis. At the latter level, the focus is on employee safety behavior. One 
model that discusses safety performance at the individual level was developed by Neal, Griffin, 
and Hart (2000). 
In their attempt to define safety performance, Neal et al. (2000) built on Borman and 
Motowildo’s (1993) work on job performance. Borman and Motowildo (1993) postulated that job 
performance consists of two dimensions: task performance and contextual performance. Following 
their model, Neal et al. (2000) proposed safety compliance and safety participation to reflect the 
two dimensions, respectively. Safety compliance is a form of task performance because it involves 
the core safety activities that need to be demonstrated to maintain workplace safety (Inness et al., 
2010). Hence, safety compliance is defined as adhering to safety procedures and carrying out work 
in a safe manner (Neal et al., 2000). On the other hand, safety participation denotes a type of 
contextual performance because it contributes toward the development of a safety culture. Safety 
participation refers to behaviors that indirectly contributes to a worker’s personal safety and 
encourages the development of an environment that supports safety (Neal et al., 2000). 
Although Neal et al.’s (2000) safety performance model has been used quite extensively and 
has generally received empirical validation (Brondino, Silva, & Pasini, 2012; Kapp, 2012), we 
argue that the dimensions of safety compliance and safety participation are insufficient to reflect 
comprehensively safety performance behavior. In this research, we seek to extend Neal et al.’s 
(2000) work by suggesting a third dimension i.e. safety reporting behavior. According to 
Williamsen (2013), safety reporting is an important missing link in safety research and 
organizational safety culture. In this study, safety reporting behavior is defined as reporting of 
unsafe work behaviors or practices that may result in harm or injury to oneself or others. Unsafe 
work behaviors or practices include work errors, near misses, or adverse events (Williamsen, 
2013). This definition assumes that the person knows what unsafe work behaviors or practices 
mean.  
Safety reporting represents a proactive behavior, which is normatively expected of the 
employees to maintain a safe work environment. According to Fritz and Sonnentag (2009), 
proactivity involves taking initiative in improving current circumstances or creating new ones. 
Such behavior has been found to improve organizational effectiveness (Frese, Garst, & Fay, 2007). 
Unlike safety participation that involves indirect behaviors that help develop a safe work 
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environment, safety reporting behavior represents direct behaviors toward the same purpose. Neal 
et al. (2000) proposed that safety participation is a form of contextual performance or 
organizational citizenship behavior (OCB) because of its proactivity. However, employees can 
also display proactivity in both their in-role and extra-role behaviors (Grant & Ashford, 2008). 
While safety participation is proactivity displayed in extra-role behaviors, such as taking part in 
developing safety requirements or encouraging co-workers to work safely, safety reporting is a 
formally sanctioned behavior especially in some high-risk organizations (Storgard, Erdogan, & 
Tapanine, 2012). 
The inclusion of safety reporting behavior also adds an ethical dimension to safety 
performance, which is currently being neglected in the safety performance model. Some scholars 
have likened near-miss reporting as a form of whistleblowing (Chen and Lai, 2014), which has 
been increasingly accepted within an organizational context to improve work situations (Seifert, 
Stammerjohan, & Martin, 2014). There seems to be a consensus that reporting can pose a serious 
ethical problem when the decision of not reporting of an adverse event could inflict harm and 
injury to self or other people (Espin et al., 2007). In a survey of 274 clinical staff members 
(attending physicians, resident physicians, dosimetrists, nurses, physicists, and radiation 
therapists) in four academic radiation oncology departments in the USA, 97% of the respondents 
felt that they had a responsibility to report error and near misses to hospital administrators (Smith 
et al., 2014).  
Secondly, we argue that the integration of safety reporting into the safety performance 
framework by Neal et al. (2000) underscores the importance of continuous learning (Leveson, 
2011). In the context where occupational accidents, injuries, and fatalities are costly, organizations 
need to facilitate a learning environment that promotes continuous improvements in work safety 
practices and behaviors. One of the ways of how this can be done is by encouraging employees to 
report errors, near misses and adverse events. Reporting of errors and near-misses have been 
argued to be an important component in a safety framework as it offers a number of advantages. 
Not only it allows organizations to understand the causes of near-misses and hence prevent actual 
accidents from taking place (Leva et al., 2010), it is also likely to encourage more employees to 
report because of less fear of litigation from such cases (Leveson, 2011). Furthermore, the 
prevalence of underreporting of work errors raises concern about the need to encourage employees 
to report such incidents before they become more serious and harmful (Leva et al., 2010). Indeed, 
reporting near-misses is a form of self-diagnosis that can be effective to prevent a minor 
wrongdoing from developing into a crisis (Chen & Lai, 2014). 
Safety climate is defined as the shared perceptions of the employees on policies, procedures, 
and practices relating to safety (Brondino, Silva, & Pasini, 2012). Safety climate has been proposed 
to determine safety performance. However, previous studies found that safety climate affected 
safety compliance and safety participation differently. For instance, Christian, Bradley, Wallace 
and Burke (2009) observed that group safety climate had a stronger relationship with safety 
participation than it had with safety compliance. However, Kapp (2012) found that group safety 
climate encouraged safety compliance more than safety participation. Similarly, Clarke (2006) 
observed that safety climate exerted stronger influence on safety participation than on safety 
compliance. Hence, we speculate that the same is true for safety reporting behavior.  
Thirdly, even though majority of previous studies tended to report a positive effect of safety 
climate on safety performance (e.g., Clarke, 2006; Singer et al., 2009), some did not find full 
support for such link (e.g., Cooper & Phillips, 2004), suggesting that some moderators may be 
operating that could weaken or strengthen the relationship. One of the potential moderators that 
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may possibly explain safety performance that has been neglected is fear (Waring, 2005). In this 
study, we consider the effect of fear of negative evaluation (FNE) on safety behavior. Fear of 
negative evaluation refers to anxiety that a person may be judged disparagingly or hostilely by 
others (Leary, 1983). Individuals generally want to be accepted as part of a social group (DeWall 
& Bushman, 2011). Because workplace accidents may harm other people as well, employees are 
expected to comply with safety rules and procedures and encourage others to work safely. Those 
who fail to do so may be judged negatively by their co-workers and shunned, as a result. Hence, 
we speculate that fear of negative evaluation will further encourage employees to engage in safety 
compliance and safety participation. However, because reporting errors of oneself or others may 
result in social isolation, we speculate that fear of negative evaluation may reduce reporting errors 
at work.  
 
2.0 RESEARCH OBJECTIVES 
 
In essence, we aim to meet three research objectives, based on the gaps identified above: (a) to 
validate the multi-dimensionality of the new measure of safety performance with the inclusion of 
safety reporting behavior; (b) to investigate the effect of safety climate on safety performance; and 
(c) to examine the moderating effect of fear of negative evaluation on the relationship between 
safety climate and safety performance. We hope to enrich further the literature on workplace safety 
particularly by providing empirical evidence on the effect of safety climate and fear of negative 
evaluation on different facets of safety performance. The empirical work also benefits practitioners 
and managers by offering practical recommendations on how to enhance a safe work environment. 
 
3.0 PROPOSED METHODOLOGY 
 
Although a comprehensive review of the relevant literatures is not presented here, we will do so 
in our final report. Nonetheless, the theorized relationships between the main concepts are depicted 















Figure 1: Conceptual model 
 
We propose to carry out this study particularly in organizations exposed to high risks and 
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diverse cultural contexts, such as, Malaysia, Oman and Jordan. By doing so, we can compare safety 
practices across various contexts and examine the validity and applicability of the model in a non-
Western context.  
In this study, we will focus on the individual level of analysis, to be consistent with Neal et 
al.’s work (2000). Hence, data will be collected from individual respondents. Subjective measures 
will be used to measure the variables involved. To measure the main constructs in the study, 
established instruments will be used. For instance, to measure fear of negative evaluation, The 
Brief Fear of Negative Evaluation scale (BFNE-II) developed by Carleton, Collimore, and 
Asmundson (2007) will be used. The BFNE-II is a 12-item revised version of the Brief Fear of 
Negative Evaluation scale (BFNE; Leary, 1983). Some of the items used include, ‘‘I am afraid that 
others will not approve of me’’. Carleton, Collimore, and Asmundson (2007) reported that the 
BFNE-II demonstrates excellent internal consistency and correlates highly with the BFNE. 
Furthermore, factor analyses have shown a unitary solution. Twenty-four items will be used to 
measure safety climate. The instrument developed by Vinodkumar and Bhasi (2010) will be 
employed. Using confirmatory analysis, they found the multi-dimensionality nature of safety 
climate whose reliability coefficients ranged from 0.64 to 0.86.  
 We acknowledge the limitations of a survey research especially one that involves self-reported 
measures. One of the threats associated with this method is common method variance, defined as 
“variance that is attributable to the measurement method rather than to the constructs the measures 
represent” (Podsakoff et al., 2003, p.879). Even though there are debates about the seriousness of 
this bias in contaminating research findings, scholars generally tend to agree that such bias exists 
and recommend that measures be taken to minimize such threat (Spector, 2006). We intend to use 
at least two approaches to address this issue: at the design stage where we will mix the order of 
the questions and use different scale types, and at the analytical stage where we will run some 
statistical tests (Chang, van Witteloostuijn, & Eden, 2010). 
To test the conceptual model as shown in Figure 1, we propose of using SEM-PLS. This 
analysis is chosen because it allows us to estimate the relationships between constructs (structural 
model) and relationships between indicators and their corresponding latent constructs 
(measurement model) simultaneously (Chin, Marcolin, & Newsted, 2003). Furthermore, this 
technique is recommended if the research is prediction-oriented or an extension of an existing 
theory (Hair, Ringle, & Sarstedt, 2011). In addition, we will also run correlational statistical 
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